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Abstract
The present study examined the influence of Big Five personality traits and learning 
styles on cognitive and affective academic performance, and gender differences in learning 
styles. A survey research was employed to collect the data from the target population of 
students. Participants (N = 1,529) were students who enrolled in Business Administration and 
Communication Arts at Assumption University of Thailand.
Overall, the results indicated that personality traits found to be better predictors of 
cognitive and affective academic performance than did learning styles. Conscientiousness was 
a significant contributor of academic performance. Among five personality traits, Conscien-
tiousness, Openness, Agreeableness significantly predicted cognitive academic performance, 
whereas Conscientiousness, Openness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability significantly 
predicted affective academic performance. Learning styles were also related to cognitive aca-
demic performance. Moreover, students in Business Administration reported higher scores in 
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability than those in Communication Arts. 
The results showed no significant differences in learning styles between genders. 
Keywords: Personality traits, Big Five, Learning styles, Academic performance, GPA, 
Satisfaction, Thailand
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ÊÓÃÇ¨¨ÒกกÅØèÁµÑÇÍÂèÒ§·Õèà»ç¹กÅØèÁ¹ÑกÈÖกÉÒ¨Ó¹Ç¹ 1,529 µÑÇÍÂèÒ§ à»ç¹¹ÑกÈÖกÉÒã¹¤³ÐºÃÔËÒÃ Ø¸ÃกÔ¨ áÅÐ
¤³Ð¹Ôà·ÈÈÒÊµÃì ÁËÒÇÔ·ÂÒÅÑÂÍÑÊÊÑÁªÑ­
¼Å¢Í§กÒÃÇÔ¨ ÑÂâ´ÂÊÃØ»¾ºÇèÒ ºØ¤ÅÔกÅÑกÉ³Ðà»ç¹µÑÇ·Ó¹ÒÂ¼ÅกÒÃÈÖกÉÒä é´´ ÕกÇèÒÃÙ»áººกÒÃàÃÕÂ¹ÃÙé
¤ÇÒÁÁÕ¨ ÔµÊÓ¹Öกà»ç¹µÑÇá»ÃºØ¤ÅÔกÅÑกÉ³Ð·ÕèÊÒÁÒÃ¶Í Ô¸ºÒÂ¼ÅกÒÃÈÖกÉÒä é´ÁÒก·ÕèÊØ´  ã¹ºØ¤ÅÔกÅÑกÉ³Ð·Ñé§ 5
ª¹Ô´ ¹Ñé¹ ¤ÇÒÁÁÕ¨ ÔµÊÓ¹Öก ¤ÇÒÁà»Ô´ à¼Â áÅÐกÒÃâÍ¹ÍèÍ¹¼èÍ¹µÒÁ ÁÕ¤ÇÒÁÊÑÁ¾Ñ¹ ì¸กÑº¼ÅกÒÃÈÖกÉÒ é´Ò¹
ÊµÔ»Ñ­­Ò ÊèÇ¹µÑÇá»Ã¤ÇÒÁÁÕ¨ ÔµÊÓ¹Öก ¤ÇÒÁà»Ô´ à¼Â กÒÃâÍ¹ÍèÍ¹¼èÍ¹µÒÁ áÅÐ¤ÇÒÁÁÑè¹¤§·Ò§ÍÒÃÁ³ì
ÁÕ¤ÇÒÁÊÑÁ¾Ñ¹¸ìกÑº¼ÅกÒÃÈÖกÉÒ´éÒ¹ÍÒÃÁ³ì ¹Íก¨Òก¹Ñé¹ÃÙ»áººกÒÃàÃÕÂ¹ÃÙéกçÁÕ¤ÇÒÁÊÑÁ¾Ñ¹¸ìกÑº¼Å
กÒÃÈÖกÉÒ é´Ò¹ÊµÔ»Ñ­­Ò ¼Å¢Í§กÒÃÇÔ¨ ÑÂÂÑ§¾ºÇèÒ¹ÑกÈÖกÉÒã¹¤³ÐºÃÔËÒÃ Ø¸ÃกÔ¨ ÁÕ¤Ðá¹¹ÊÙ§กÇèÒ¹ÑกÈÖกÉÒ
ã¹¤³Ð¹Ôà·ÈÈÒÊµÃìã¹µÑÇá»Ã·ÕèàกÕèÂÇกÑººØ¤ÅÔกÅÑกÉ³Ð é´Ò¹¤ÇÒÁÁÕ¨ ÔµÊÓ¹Öก ¤ÇÒÁà»Ô´ à¼ÂáÅÐ¤ÇÒÁÁÑè§¤§
·Ò§ÍÒÃÁ³ì ¼ÅกÒÃÇÔ¨ ÑÂäÁè¾º¤ÇÒÁáµกµèÒ§ÃÐËÇèÒ§à¾ÈË­Ô§áÅÐªÒÂã¹ÃÙ»áººกÒÃàÃÕÂ¹ÃÙé
INTRODUCTION
Students learn in many ways, and teach-
ers differ in instructional methods. Neverthe-
less, both students and teachers share the
same goal __ to reach optimal learning. Edu-
cational programs and courses that are re-
sponsive to diverse student populations and
their individual differences are essential. Schol-
ars have explored and identified factors that
contribute to academic success for students
and teachers such as cognitive ability, stress-
coping strategies, and emotional intelligence
(Austin, Evans, Magnus, & O’Hanlon, 2007;
Chen, Gully, Whiteman, & Kicullen, 2000;
O’Connor & Bevil, 1996). Individual char-
acteristics also affected students’ behaviors
and volunteerism in activities at school
(Jarernvongrayab, Chuawanlee, Choochom,
& Chittcharat, 2010). This research project
focused on other aspects of students’ indi-
vidual differences __ personality traits and
learning styles.
Students behave and perform differently
in class due to their prominent personality traits
and preferred learning styles. For example,
those who are extraverted and socially skill-
ful may have difficulties in concentrating on
academic materials and do poorly in school,
whereas students who are ambitious and or-
ganized may strive for and enjoy academic
achievement (Gilles & Bailleux, 2001). On
the other hand, students who prefer visual
perception may be most comfortable and
perform better with a teaching method of
charts, pictures, and video clips, but suffer in
lecture-based class (Felder & Silverman,
1988).
Failure to observe individual differences
in teaching and learning process leads to nega-
tive consequences for both ends. Students
become inattentive, discouraged, and then
forced to drop out of classes or school due
to poor academic outcomes. Teachers expe-
rience unresponsive classes, poor attendance,
and lower self-confidence wondering if they
are doing things wrong and in the right pro-
fession. Shelton (2003) showed that high stu-
dent retention resulted from high support from
the institution by making them feel integrated
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and valued.
Therefore, this research project aims to
serve as a preliminary research to raise con-
cerns for individual differences in personality
traits and learning styles among students and
teachers at Assumption University. As sug-
gested by Litzinger, Lee, Wise, and Felder
(2007), the ultimate goal of teaching and
learning is not to provide individualized in-
struction, but to call for additional attention
on a balanced instruction. With the findings
of this research, we expect to observe and
address students’ individual differences and
then allow us to develop classrooms that are
student-centered and maximize their learning
at the end.
PROBLEM STATEMENT
The study of the students’ individual dif-
ferences in Big Five personality traits and
learning styles has been widely investigated.
Researchers attempted to discover the effects
of personality traits on many variables such
as performance, satisfaction, and well-being
(e.g., Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Hurtz
& Donovan, 2000). In the educational con-
text, numerous studies explored the relation-
ships among personality traits, academic per-
formance, motivation, and satisfaction
(Komarraju, Karau, & Schmeck, 2009;
Oswald, Schmitt, Kim, Ramsay, & Gillespie,
2004; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; Trapman,
Hell, Hirn, & Schuler, 2007). In addition,
empirical evidence has shown that the per-
sonality traits and learning styles were signifi-
cantly associated with academic performance
(Busatto, Prins, Elshout, & Hamaker, 1999;
Chamorro-Premuzic & Furham, 2003).
Nevertheless, there is little evidence ex-
amining these relationships and the Big Five
personality traits in Thailand (Kittisopee,
2003; Smithikrai, 2007). In addition, the
study of the effects of personality traits in con-
junction with learning styles on academic per-
formance, particularly in the Thai educational
context has not been discovered. Hence, it is
noteworthy to apply the two frameworks __
the Big Five and learning styles __ to under-
stand the extent to which students’ personal-
ity traits (i.e., Emotional Stability, Extraver-
sion, Openness to Experience, Agreeable-
ness, and Conscientiousness) and learning
styles (i.e., sensing-intuitive, visual-verbal,
active-reflective, and sequential-global) pre-
dict their academic performance and satis-
faction. The Big Five and learning style frame-
works are presented in the next section.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS
The Big Five
In this study, we use the Big Five person-
ality traits as our conceptual framework.
Researchers have studied the Big Five for de-
cades. However, there has been the different
point of views on the dimensions and defini-
tions of the Big Five (Goldberg, 1993). A
well-accepted personality dimensions include
Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Openness
to Experience, Agreeableness, and Consci-
entiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1995;
Goldberg, 1993; Judge et al., 2002; McCrae
& Costa, 1989; Saucier, 1994).
According to Goldberg (1993), Emo-
tional Stability (ES) refers to those who are
self-reliant, stable, and adaptable to new situ-
ations. This concept sometimes is called Neu-
roticism (Emotional Instability). Extraversion
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(E) is defined as those who are sociable, gre-
garious, assertive, and cheerful. Openness to
Experience (O) refers to those who are curi-
ous, unconventional, and imaginative. Agree-
ableness (A) refers to those who have the
tendency to be cooperative, generous, altru-
istic, and warm. Conscientiousness (C) is
defined as those who are dependable, orga-
nized, persistent, and goal-oriented.
Applying the Big Five framework in this
study would allow us to understand differ-
ences in students’ personality traits among
Faculties and Departments and explore which
the prominent traits would better predict aca-
demic achievement in different academic ar-
eas and disciplines. These associations would
provide the fruitful knowledge for instructors
to realize differences of students’ learning and
performances and to have insight into stu-
dents’ behaviors and the way that instructors
would help students for their academic suc-
cess.
Learning Styles
As another conceptual framework for this
research project, learning styles are defined
as cognitive, affective, and psychological char-
acteristics that function as stable indicators of
how people learn and respond to a learning
environment (Felder & Spurlin, 2005; Ku &
Shen, 2009). Learning style analysis has be-
come a major concern in most sectors of edu-
cation for many years in response to prob-
lems of differences in learning approaches
among students. Past research widely recog-
nized that academic achievement depends not
only on a learner’s intellectual ability, but also
on the individual’s preferred learning styles
(Kolb, 1984). The study of learning styles
aims to accommodate a teaching and learn-
ing process based on students’ individual dif-
ferences and preferences (Felder &
Silverman, 1988). Frederico (2000) sug-
gested that no single strategy is best for all
students, but teaching methods are to be
adapted to accommodate their individual dif-
ferences.
The current study employs Felder and
Silverman’s (1988) learning styles. They de-
veloped their learning styles from previous
models: the Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory
(Kolb & Kolb, 2005), Jung’s theory of psy-
chological types, and the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (Alaoutinen, Heikkinen, & Porras,
2010). Initially, Felder and Silverman identi-
fied a student’s preferred learning style into
five dimensions: sensing-intuitive (how infor-
mation is perceived), visual-verbal (how in-
formation is presented), inductive-deductive
(how information is organized), active-reflec-
tive (how information is processed), and se-
quential-global (how information is under-
stood). Later, Felder (2002) noted in the pref-
ace added to the original article that the in-
ductive-deductive dimension was dropped
and the visual-auditory was changed to vi-
sual-verbal dimension.
Felder and Silverman (1988) suggested
four dimensions of learning styles: (1) sens-
ing-intuitive, (2) visual-verbal, (3) active-re-
flective, and (4) sequential-global. Sensing
learners like to observe facts, gather data, and
prefer to solve problem via standard meth-
ods, whereas intuitive learners are innovative,
prefer theories, and dislike repetition. Visual
learners remember best what they see and
prefer visual information such as diagrams,
pictures, and flowcharts while verbal learn-
ers remember best what they hear and like
written/ spoken explanations.
Active learners enjoy experimentation to
try things out, like to work in groups, and dis-
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like being passive. Reflective learners prefer
to spend time examining and thinking through
information and like to work alone. Finally,
sequential learners learn through linear steps
and can work with partial or superficial infor-
mation. On the other hand, global learners
follow holistic thinking process and are able
to connect difficult materials and synthesize
information.
Applying the Felder and Silverman’s
(1988) learning style model would allow us
to classify students based on their preferred
styles. Understanding the differences among
students from various Faculties and Depart-
ments would help instructors to facilitate and
balance their teaching for all types of learners
for a better learning. In additional, a few stud-
ies measured directly the relationships among
the Big Five, learning styles, and achievement
(Busatto et al., 1999).
Research Objectives
Thus, this research project was to explore
the influence of personality traits and learning
styles on how well students across disciplines
perform in class. This study served four pur-
poses: (a) to determine the influence of Big
Five personality traits on academic perfor-
mance, (b) to study the influence of learning
styles on academic performance, (c) to ex-
amine gender differences in learning styles,
and (d) to explore the differences in promi-
nent personality traits among Schools and
Departments.
Literature Review
In this part, prior studies on the relation-
ships among Big Five personality traits, learn-
ing styles, and academic performance are re-
viewed. Prior studies attempted to understand
which factors are significantly involved with
students’ academic success. Studies sug-
gested that cognitive and non-cognitive indi-
vidual differences play a crucial role in the
development of knowledge (Furham &
Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004). In some stud-
ies, non-cognitive individual differences such
as the Big Five are better predictors of aca-
demic success than cognitive ability (e.g.,
Furham & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004;
Furham & Chamorro-Premuzic, &
McDougall, 2003; O’Conner & Paunonen,
2007). Many studies found that the person-
ality traits and learning styles were directly
related to academic performance (Barchard,
2003; Duff, Boyle, Dunleavy, & Ferguson,
2004; Noftle & Robins, 2007). Neverthe-
less, there are some controversy results of
which personality traits and learning styles
better predict students’ academic achievement
(Trapmann et al., 2007).
The Big Five Personality Traits and Aca-
demic Performance
Many researchers examined the effects
of the Big Five on cognitive and affective aca-
demic performance including GPA, individual
score, and satisfaction (e.g., Rothstein,
Paunonen, Rush, & King, 1994; Trapmann
et al., 2007). All five personality traits were
found to be more or less influential to aca-
demic performance (O’Conner & Paunonen,
2007; Trapmann et al., 2007). Past research
has shown that certain Big Five personality
traits were more influential than the others to
predict academic performance. Among all the
Big Five, Conscientiousness was one of the
most significant and consistent contributors
to predicting academic achievement
(Barchard, 2003; Duff et al., 2004; Noftle &
Robins, 2007; O’Conner & Paunonen,
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2007). In particular, studies also found that
Conscientiousness was positively related to
academic success (Barchard, 2003; Noftle
& Robins, 2007), grades (Chamorro-
Premuzic & Furham, 2003; Kappe & van de
Flier, 2010; Oswald et al., 2004), GPA, and
individual score (Duff et al., 2004; Laidra,
Pullmann, & Allik, 2007; Paunonen & Ashton,
2001). This result suggested that students who
had high Conscientiousness scores were more
likely to perform better in the academic area
than those who had low Conscientiousness
scores.
Beside Conscientiousness, Openness to
Experience is another Big Five personality that
found to have a major contributor to academic
performance. For instance, Barchard (2003)
found that Openness to Experience positively
predicted academic success. Rothstein et al.
(1994) revealed that Openness positively pre-
dicted GPA and classroom performance.
Laidra et al. (2007) studied students in the
elementary and secondary school and re-
vealed that Openness was one of the signifi-
cant contributors to academic achievement.
Moreover, Noftle and Robins (2007) exam-
ined undergraduate students and found that
those who were high in Openness tended to
have higher scores in the SAT verbal test
scores. Despite the consistent findings of a
positive association between Openness and
academic success, some contradicted find-
ings revealed that Openness found to have
no influence on academic success (O’Conner
& Paunonen, 2007).
Some studies have shown mix results for
the other three personality traits including Ex-
troversion, Emotional Stability, and Agree-
ableness. The evidence showed a negative
relationship between these personality traits
and academic performance. For example,
Furham and Chamorro-Premuzic (2004) re-
vealed that those who have high grades would
have low scores in Extroversion. Moreover,
Emotional Instability and Extraversion were
negatively related to academic success (Duff
et al., 2004), and examination grades
(Chamorro-Premuzic & Furham, 2003).
Rothstein et al. (1994) found that Agreeable-
ness had a negative relationship with GPA.
Also, Agreeableness was negatively related
to classroom performance. Oswald et al.
(2004) found a negative correlation between
Extraversion and GPA.
Based on these inconsistent results of the
Big Five predictors and academic perfor-
mance and the scarcity of research in Thai-
land, this study sought to explore the rela-
tionships between Big Five and academic
performance and satisfaction proposing in H1,
H2, and RQ2. The next part is the review of
the relationships between learning styles and
academic performance.
LEARNING STYLES AND ACA-
DEMIC PERFORMANCE
Numerous studies attempted to develop
models to classify and measure learning styles
in different ways (e.g., Kolb, 1984; Felder &
Silverman, 1988; Vermunt, 1998). For ex-
ample, Kolb’s (1984) model categorizes
learners into four groups: assimilators,
accommodators, divergers, and convergers
(Kolb & Kolb, 2005). Vermunt (1998) pro-
posed four learning styles: meaning-directed
(e.g., critical processing); reproduction-di-
rected (e.g., memorizing or analyzing); undi-
rected (e.g., lack of regulation), and applica-
tion-directed.
However, across various learning style
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models, prior research in education and psy-
chology consistently showed that students
learn in different ways and behave differently
in courses that matched and mismatched with
their learning styles (Kinshuk, Liu, & Graf,
2009; Suliman, 2006). According to Felder
and Silverman (1988), engineering students
tended to be sensors, liked facts, data, and
experiments, and then earned lower grade in
engineering courses that mainly emphasized
concepts, lectures, and readings, which
matched intuitive learners better. Sadler-
Smith and Riding (1999) examined two di-
mensions of learning styles: wholist-analytical
and verbal-imagery, which were similar to
Felder and Silverman’s (1988) sequential-glo-
bal and visual-verbal, respectively. Wholists
showed stronger preferences on collabora-
tive learning with role plays, group discus-
sion, business games, and nonprint-based in-
structional media (e.g., slides and video tapes)
than did analytics.
Likewise, Kinshuk et al. (2009) found
active learners experienced more difficulties
in adapting to mismatch courses than did re-
flective students. Also, they reported that se-
quential learners in online course visited learn-
ing objects more often than global learners
did, who requested for additional learning
objects more frequent than sequential stu-
dents did. Yi-An (2009) investigated learning
style preferences, language learning strategy
use, and English achievement for Taiwanese
EFL students. The results showed that there
was a positive relationship between the learn-
ers’ preferred learning styles and their English
achievement. They used auditory learning
styles most often as their preferred style. Re-
cently, Alaoutinen et al. (2010) revealed that
the match between the learning styles and the
teaching methods enabled the students to
perform as a team better. Programming stu-
dents were active, intuitive, visual, and se-
quential, and they acted differently in class.
Reflective learners spent more time to reflect
on the information before trying any actions.
Furthermore, the literature provides evi-
dence that students with different areas of
study have their specific learning styles. Tech-
nical and engineering students were more ac-
tive, sensing, visual, and sequential
(Alaoutinen et al., 2010; Felder & Silverman,
1988), whereas humanities students were
more verbal than those in the sciences (Felder
& Spurlin, 2005). Consistently, Ku and Shen
(2009) indicated that Liberal Arts students
were more verbal than other colleges while
management and business students tended to
be intuitive.
Gender differences were observed in
learning styles and academic performance as
well. Curry (1999) addressed the flaws in the
cognitive- and learning-style literature that
overlooked gender as an interacting variable
affecting academic behavior. Ku and Shen
(2009) supported Curry’s concern. They
found female students more intuitive and glo-
bal, but less visual than males. However, the
gender differences were varied by colleges.
In Science, female and male students did not
differ in learning styles.
Also, other studies showed that demo-
graphics such as gender, age, and working
experience tended to serve as a mediating
variable in a relationship between certain pre-
dictive factors such as learning styles and aca-
demic performance. For example, Chen and
Fu (2009) reported that gender differences
in Internet use affected academic achieve-
ment. Females used Internet to search for in-
formation, whereas males used Internet to play
games. Students who used Internet as a source
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of information scored higher than those who
used it for playing games and social purposes.
Thus, females were more likely to have bet-
ter academic achievement. O’Connor and
Bevil (1996) suggested that female nursing
students used different strategies to cope with
stress, which in turn influenced academic out-
come.
Overall, several conclusions are drawn
from the learning-style literature. First, stu-
dents have their preferred learning styles that
lead to different academic behaviors and out-
comes. Second, learning styles are varied by
fields of study such as engineering, manage-
ment, liberal arts, and humanity, and by gen-
der.
Based on the literature, this research
project aimed to further investigate (1) how
personality traits and learning styles of stu-
dents affected their academic performance,
cognitively and affectively; (2) how male and
female students differed in their learning styles;
and (3) how students from various faculties/
majors differed in their prominent personality
traits. Therefore, four hypotheses and two re-
search questions were posed:
Proposed Hypotheses and Research
Questions:
H1a: Personality traits (i.e., Emotional Sta-
bility, Extraversion, Openness to Experi-
ence, Agreeableness, and Conscientious-
ness) predict cognitive academic perfor-
mance (i.e., GPA).
H1b: Personality traits (i.e., Emotional Sta-
bility, Extraversion, Openness to Experi-
ence, Agreeableness, and Conscientious-
ness) predict affective academic perfor-
mance (i.e., course satisfaction).
H2a: Learning styles predict cognitive aca-
demic performance (i.e., GPA).
H2b: Learning styles predict affective aca-
demic performance (i.e., course satisfac-
tion).
RQ1: Do males and females differ in learning
styles?
RQ2: Which are the prominent personality
traits among students from various ma-
jors and faculties?
RESEARCH METHOD
Research Design and Sample
This study used survey research to iden-
tify the predictions of personality traits and
learning styles on academic performance. The
purposive sampling was used to select the
sample from the target population of students
in two Schools: the Martin de Tours School
of Management and Economics (MSM&E)
and the Albert Laurence School of Commu-
nication Arts (CA) at Assumption University
of Thailand. According to the Registrar Of-
fice as of Semester 2/2010, the total number
of students in MSM&E was 9,130, consist-
ing of 5,556 non-major students and 3,574
students in 12 majors. The total number of
students in CA was 1,559, including 739 non-
major students and 820 students in five ma-
jors.
Based on Zikmund (2003), at a 97 per-
cent confidence level with 3 percent error,
the sample size was estimated at a minimum
of 823 for the MSM&E when the size of
population was less than 10,000 and at a mini-
mum of 619 for the CA when the size of popu-
lation was less than 2,000.
Also, past research showed that class-
room environment (e.g., technology equip-
ment, class size, and traditional-online format)
influenced students’ performance (Clayton,
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Blumberg, & Auld, 2010; Dorman, 2009).
Thus, to control classroom condition, data
were collected from students enrolled in stan-
dard classes that (1) provided basic equip-
ment such as a computer and screen, a pro-
jector, and a microphone, and (2) were not
activity-oriented. Thus, courses with special
needs such as laboratory, studio, performance,
and workshop were excluded.
 Self-administered questionnaires were
distributed in 41 courses, including major re-
quired courses and core courses. The ques-
tionnaire contains three sections: personality
traits, learning styles, and demographics. Par-
ticipants completed the questionnaire and
were ensured about the confidentiality of their
responses.
Participants (N = 1,529) were 657 males
(43.0%) and 862 females (57.0%) with age
range from 16 to 30 years old (M = 20.63;
SD = 1.77). About 52.8% (n = 807) were
undergraduates in MSM&E and 46.8% (n =
716) were in the School of Communication
Arts. Nine participants did not report their
school. Over 50% were students with ma-
jors and 42.2% were non-major (see Table
1). Six hundred eleven participants (40.3%)
were senior students, 355 participants
(23.4%) were juniors, 355 participants
(23.4%) were sophomore students, and 196
participants (12.9%) were freshmen.
Measurement
Personality Traits. The Big Five person-
ality traits were operationalized as the pat-
terns of people’s behaviors. The International
Personality Item Pool (IPIP) (Goldberg,
1999) was used to measure participants’ be-
haviors. The scale reflects the five-factor
model traits: Emotional Stability (Cronbach
α = .71); Extroversion (Cronbach α = .71);
Table 1: Sample of Major and Non-Major Students
Frequency Percentage
Major Students in School of Management (MSM&E) (n = 548)
1. Accounting   61    4.0%
2. Business Economics   65    4.3%
3. Business Information Systems   32    2.1%
4. Finance and Banking   36    2.4%
5. Hospitality and Tourism Management   54    3.6%
6. Industrial Management   65    4.3%
7. Insurance     1    0.1%
8. International Business Management   40    2.6%
9. Management   43    2.8%
10. Marketing 111    7.3%
11. Real Estate   40    2.6%
Major Students in School of Communication Arts (CA) (n = 331)
1. Advertising   94    6.2%
2. New Media Communication   35    2.3%
3. Performance Communication   63    4.1%
4. Public Relations   76    5.0%
5. Visual Arts Communication   63    4.1%
Non-Major Students 641 42.2%
Note. N = 1529. Nine participants did not report their majors.
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Openness to Experience (Cronbach α = .70);
Agreeableness (Cronbach α = .66); and (5)
Conscientiousness (Cronbach α = .70). Par-
ticipants were asked to rate how accurately
each statement described their behaviors. The
scale contains 50 items with a 5-point scale
ranging from Very Inaccurate (1) to Very Ac-
curate (5). For example, the items are: “carry
out my plans”, “respect others”, “do not
like art”, “make friend easily”.
Learning Styles. Learning styles were
operationalized as learning preferences on
four dimensions of sensing-intuitive, visual-
verbal, active-reflective, and sequential-glo-
bal. The Felder-Soloman’s (1997) Index of
Learning Styles (ILS) (Litzinger et al., 2007)
was used to measure participants’ preferred
learning styles. The scale consists of 44 items,
representing 11 items for each dimension, with
two forced-choice responses. Participants
would select either “a” or “b” corresponding
to two categories of the dimensions (e.g., vi-
sual or verbal). The score on each dimension
is ranged from 0 to 11. Past research reported
internal reliability ranging from .50 to .70
(Litzinger et al., 2007). In this study, the
Cronbach’s alpha reliability was ranged from
.37 to .57. The examples of the items were:
“I understand something better after I (a)
try it out, (b) think it through”, “I remem-
ber best (a) what I see, (b) what I hear”.
Cognitive Academic Performance.
Cognitive academic performance is
operationalized as participants’ Grade Point
Average (GPA). Participants were asked to
report their latest GPA.
Affective Academic Performance.  Af-
fective academic performance is
operationalized as the extent to which par-
ticipants feel satisfied with their classes. The
items were adapted from those used in class/
teaching evaluation conducted every semes-
ter at Assumption University. The scale con-
sists of 16 items with a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to
Strongly Agree (5). For example, the items
are: “Classroom discussions are useful to
my learning”, “I am interested in learning
this class”, “I feel that I have learnt a
great deal in this class”. In this study, a
Cronbach’s alpha reliability was .87.
Demographics. Participants responded
to general demographic questions about gen-
der, age, school, major, admission number,
school year, and GPA.
Data Analysis
A descriptive analysis was conducted to
analyze the general demographic data ob-
tained from the respondents. Scale reliability
analysis was performed to determine the reli-
ability of the measurement. For Hypothesis
1a and 1b, a separate multiple regression
analysis was performed to determine whether
the personality traits were the significant pre-
dictors of academic performance and satis-
faction. For Hypothesis 2a and 2b, a sepa-
rate multiple regression analysis was used to
assess whether the learning styles predicted
academic performance and satisfaction. For
Research Question 1, an independent-
samples t-test was performed to investigate
whether male and female students differed in
their learning styles. A Multivariate Analysis
of Variance (MANOVA) and an Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) were conducted to de-
termine the differences in personality traits
among Schools and Departments in Research
Question 2.
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RESULTS
Hypothesis 1a posed that the personality
traits (i.e., Emotional Stability, Extraversion,
Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness) predicted cognitive aca-
demic performance (i.e., GPA). Hypothesis
1a was partially supported. Multiple regres-
sion analysis indicated that five personality
traits accounted for 6.5% of the variance in
cognitive academic performance, R = 0.26,
R2 = .07, F(5, 1410) = 19.66, p < .001.
Emotional Stability (β = -.06, p < .05), Open-
ness to Experience (β = .12, p < 001),
Agreeableness (β = .14, p < .001), and Con-
scientiousness (β = .09, p < .01) were sig-
nificant predictors of GPA. However, Emo-
tional Stability was the only significant nega-
tive predictor, whereas Openness to Experi-
ence, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness
positively predicted GPA (see Table 2). Those
who had high scores in Openness, Agreeable-
ness, and Conscientiousness would have high
GPA, whereas those who had high scores in
Emotional Stability would have low GPA.
Hypothesis 1b posed that the personality
traits (i.e., Emotional Stability, Extraversion,
Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and
Conscientiousness) predicted affective aca-
demic performance (i.e., course satisfaction).
The hypothesis was partially supported. The
results showed that five personality traits ac-
counted for 15.2% of the variance in affec-
tive academic performance, R = 0.40, R2 =
.15, F(5,1526) = 54.65, p < .001. Open-
ness to Experience (β = .16, p < 001),
Agreeableness (β = .24, p < .001), and Con-
scientiousness (β = .09, p < .001) positively
predicted course satisfaction (see Table 3).
Those who had high scores in Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness would be
satisfied with their learning class.
Hypothesis 2a posed that learning styles
were related to cognitive academic perfor-
Table 2: Multiple Regression Analysis for Personality Traits Predicting Cognitive
Academic Performance
Dependent Variable Predictors  B SE B   β
                R2 = .07***
Extroversion -.00  .00 -.02
Cognitive Academic Agreeableness  .01  .00 .14***
Performance Emotional Stability -.00  .00 -.06*
Conscientiousness  .01  .00 .09**
Openness to Experience  .02  .00 .12***
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.***p < .001.
Table 3: Multiple Regression Analysis for Personality Traits Predicting Affective
Academic Performance
Dependent Variable Predictors  B SE B   β
                R2 = .15***
Extroversion -8.31  .00 -.00
Affective Academic Agreeableness    .03  .00 .24***
Performance Emotional Stability    .00  .00 .01
Conscientiousness    .01  .00 .13***
Openness to Experience    .02  .00 .16***
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.***p < .001.
An Analysis of Personality Traits and Learning Styles as Predictors of Academic Performance
11
mance (i.e., GPA). The findings indicated that
four learning styles accounted for 1.0% of the
variance in GPA, R = 0.09, R2 = .01, F(4,
1410) = 3.40, p < .01. The active-reflective
dimension (β = -.07, p = .01), was the main
contributor in predicting GPA. Thus, Hypoth-
esis 2a was partially supported. Those who
were active learners, enjoyed experimenta-
tion and liked working in group would be less
likely to have high GPA, whereas those who
were reflective learners enjoyed thinking
through information and liked working alone
would be more likely to have high GPA.
Hypothesis 2b examined the influence of
learning styles on affective academic perfor-
mance (i.e., course satisfaction). The results
showed no significant relationships between
learning styles and course satisfaction, R =
0.07, R2 = .01, F(4, 1526) = 1.81, p = .12.
Hypothesis 2b was not supported.
Research Question 1 asked whether
males and females differed in their learning
styles. An independent-samples t test showed
no significant differences between genders
and all four learning styles: active-reflective,
t(1516) = 2.61, p = .10; sensing-intuitive,
t(1516) = 0.00, p = .97; visual-verbal,
t(1516) = 0.93, p = .33; sequential-global,
t(1516) = 1.58, p = .21.
Research Question 2 asked which promi-
nent personality traits among students from
various Majors and Schools were. First, the
descriptive analysis of personality traits from
both Schools: MSM&E and Communication
Arts showed that the most salient personality
traits are Agreeableness (M = 35.43), Con-
scientiousness (M = 33.60), Openness to Ex-
perience (M = 32.59), Emotional Stability (M
= 31.13), and Extroversion (M = 30.91) re-
spectively. Second, we used an independent-
samples t-test to examine the differences in
personality traits between MSM&E and
Communication Arts. The results revealed a
significant difference in three out of five per-
sonality traits, which were Agreeableness
t(1521) = 5.78, p < .05, Emotional Stability
t(1521) = 4.97, p < .05, and Conscientious-
ness t(1521) = 4.33, p < .05. MSM&E stu-
dents reported higher scores in all three per-
sonality traits than did Communication Arts
students (see Table 4).
Finally, we used a Multivariate Analysis
of Variance (MANOVA) to test differences
among all Departments from both Schools.
MANOVA yielded significant differences in
personality traits among departments, Wilks’
Λ = .88, F(16, 1503) = 2.53, p < .001, R2 =
.03. Then, we used an Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) to test the differences in each per-
sonality trait among departments and found
differences in four personality traits: Extro-
version, F(16, 1520) = 2.58, p < .001,
Agreeableness, F(16, 1520) = 2.71, p <
.001, Conscientiousness, F(16, 1520) =
Table 4: Mean Differences in Personality Traits between MSM&E and
CA Students
Personality Traits MSM&E Communication Arts
Agreeableness 35.50* 35.40*
Emotional Stability 31.31* 30.95*
Conscientiousness 33.92* 33.24*
Extroversion 30.64 31.25
Openness to Experience 32.45 32.75
Note. *p < .05.
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3.02, p < .001, and Openness, F(16, 1520)
= 3.12, p < .001. Specifically, students ma-
joring in Public Relations had significantly
higher scores in Extroversion than those ma-
joring in Business Information System and
Finance. Students majoring in Management
reported higher scores in Agreeableness than
non-major students. Students in International
Business Management had significantly higher
scores in Conscientiousness than non-major,
Visual Arts, and Real Estate students. Finally,
those in Performance Communication, Pub-
lic Relations, and Management had higher
scores in Openness than non-major students
(See Table 5).
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
The present study aimed to understand
factors influencing student’s cognitive and af-
fective academic performance and whether
there were differences in participants’ learn-
ing styles and personality traits. Four hypoth-
eses and two research questions were raised.
Overall, the results of this study confirmed
the knowledge of the associations among
personality traits, learning styles, and academic
performance. The findings also extend the
body of knowledge of personality traits and
learning styles in the Thai context.
More specifically, personality traits were
found to be better predictors of cognitive and
affective academic performance than learn-
ing styles. The findings also confirmed past
research suggesting that Conscientiousness
was a significant and consistent contributor
of academic achievement. Among five per-
sonality traits, Conscientiousness, Openness,
Agreeableness were the main predictors of
GPA, whereas four personality traits includ-
ing Conscientiousness, Openness, Agreeable-
ness, and Emotional Stability were the con-
tributors of course satisfaction. It was quite
surprising that Extroversion was the only vari-
able that was not related to GPA and course
Table 5: Mean Differences in Personality Traits among Departments
Departments Agreeable- Emotional Conscien- Openness to Extroversion
ness Stability tiousness Experience
Non-Major 34.90*** 31.51 33.15*** 32.02*** 30.94
Advertising 35.94 31.00 33.63 32.40 30.91
New Media 35.94 30.74 33.06 33.31 31.20
PC 35.12 29.37 33.28 34.12*** 31.44
PR 36.50 29.61 34.77 34.22*** 32.93**
Visual Arts 35.14 32.09 32.44*** 33.07 30.40
Accounting 36.85 30.88 34.49 32.72 31.30
BE 36.11 30.87 33.81 33.57 30.37
BIS 34.34 31.65 35.37 32.47 28.13**
Finance 35.27 31.08 33.61 33.20 28.50**
Hospitality 35.81 31.96 33.81 32.11 28.87
IDM 34.83 31.06 33.27 32.48 31.57
IBM 36.33 30.80 36.05*** 32.62 32.08
Management 37.42*** 31.13 35.16 34.67*** 29.63
Marketing 35.54 30.90 34.24 32.59 31.16
Real Estate 36.50 30.53 32.32*** 31.63 31.03
Note. **p < .01.***p < .001.
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satisfaction in this study. This result was in-
consistent with prior studies suggesting the
associations between Extroversion and GPA
(Duff et al., 2004; Furham & Chamorro-
Premuzic, 2004; Oswald et al., 2004). It is
plausible to assume that academic achieve-
ment would not be affected by those who are
sociable and cheerful. As Gilles and Bailleux’s
(2001) stated, extraverted and socially skill-
ful people may have difficulties in concentrat-
ing on academic materials.
In addition, a set of learning styles was
not a strong predictor of academic achieve-
ment. It was accounted for only 1.0% of the
variance in GPA. In addition, only the active-
reflective dimension significantly predicted
GPA. Students who were reflective learners,
enjoyed thinking through information and
working alone tended to have high GPA. In
the present study, however, it is in line with
Kinshuk et al.’s (2009) revealing that reflec-
tive students adapted well when learning in
different courses. Moreover, the results
showed no gender differences in learning
styles, which was consistent with Ku and
Shen’s (2009) study revealing no gender dif-
ferences in learning styles among Science’s
students. This study can add on the knowl-
edge of gender differences in learning styles
in different disciplines (i.e., Business and
Communication Arts).
One interesting result indicated that stu-
dents in Business differed from students in
Communication Arts in some of the person-
ality traits including Agreeableness, Emotional
Stability, and Conscientiousness. The result
confirmed the different characteristics of stu-
dents from different disciplines. Business stu-
dents seem to be goal-oriented, grade-fo-
cused, and obedience, whereas Communi-
cation Arts students seem to be creative, in-
formal, and independent. It is true and rel-
evant to the specialized fields they are in. The
findings help understand the differences in
personality traits among students better and
provide useful information to instructors to
design the courses that can be better suited
with students’ learning styles.
All in all, the merits of this study would lie
in academic and practical areas. As for the
academic area, not only would this study serve
as a preliminary stage to examine the effects
of personality traits and learning styles on stu-
dents’ academic performance at the univer-
sity level in Thailand, but this study would also
add new knowledge to the field of psychol-
ogy and education. Specifically, the applica-
tion of theoretical concepts (i.e., Big Five and
learning styles) tested in the Western cultures
was extended to understand the nature of Thai
students and what would affect their perfor-
mance. For the practical area, the current re-
search provided empirical evidence that
would help instructors and professors to re-
alize students’ personality traits and learning
styles affecting overall performance and ac-
commodate them with the most suitable meth-
ods of teaching and appropriate activities to
obtain a better performance and academic
achievement. Also, the study provided insight-
ful information for practitioners to design the
courses that could help students to have a
well-rounded knowledge.
Limitations and Future Directions
Even though the present study was care-
fully designed and conducted, it contains some
limitations that should be taken into consid-
eration.
First, the learning style scale received
quite low reliability in this study. It was ranged
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from Chronbach’s alpha .37 to .57. Although
past research reported the acceptable reli-
ability of the scale ranging from .50 to .70
(Litzinger et al., 2007), this study suffered from
the low reliability of the scale. It is possible
that the questions could be too complicated
and difficult for participants, especially for
freshmen. Consequently, participants spent
more time than we expected to complete the
questionnaire. Future research may use other
data collection methods such as an interview
questionnaire to detect complicated questions
and assist a target population in understand-
ing difficult questions.
Second, our main dependent variables
were GPA and course satisfaction. These two
variables provided us the understanding of
students’ overall academic performance.
However, examining academic performance
and achievement could involve other variables
such as individual and class scores (Duff et
al., 2004; Laidra et al., 2007; Paunonen &
Ashton, 2001), which may give us insightful
information to understand students’ learning
patterns better.
Third, this study collected the data from
41 subjects in two Schools. The aim was to
cover the subject taught in each major as well
as non major and to represent the data of
students in different majors. The data could
give us the generalization of the population
being studied. Nevertheless, the methods of
teaching in each subject were different. Some
classes focused on lecture, whereas the oth-
ers emphasized class discussion and activi-
ties. These differences could affect how stu-
dents view the class and their satisfaction.
Future research should collect the data from
the classes that have similar teaching meth-
ods to ensure the standardized data and con-
trol factors affecting students’ performance
and satisfaction.
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